
received payments under the PAP is because Verizon has met benchmark standards set by the 

Virginia SCC and has provided Cavalier with generally better service than Verizon provides to 

its own retail customers. Agro Surrebuttal at 2129-31. 

Cavalier proposes a unique set of measures and penalties just for Cavalier. If the Bureau 

approves such special measures and penalties for Cavalier, other CLECs are sure to demand this 

same special treatment, leaving Verizon to try to administer a bewildering patchwork system of 

measures and penalties. The PAP is designed to avoid just such problems and to ensure 

nondiscriminatory treatment as between all CLECs. If Cavalier is unhappy with the Virginia 

SCC-mandated PAP, it can seek changes through a generic proceeding like PUCO10226, the 

proceeding in which the Virginia SCC considered and adopted Verizon’s current PAP. Albert 

Panel Direct at 28:20 ~ 29:5. 

C. The Bureau Should Also Reject Cavalier’s Proposed Winback Charge 

Cavalier proposes to charge Verizon a “processing charge” and an installation fee when a 

Cavalier customer decides to return to Verizon. Cavalier’s Proposed Section 11.17.1. Cavalier 

also proposes a separate charge “when Verizon requests the return of a UNE loop on an 

expedited basis.” Cavalier’s Proposed Section 11.17.5. Cavalier lists these “UNE-related” 

charges in Exhibit A(2) of its Proposed Agreement, but does not provide any cost studies to 

support these rates. In fact, Cavalier makes no attempt at all to support these rates, but just 

plucks them from Verizon’s pricing schedule for the UNE charges Verizon bills to Cavalier 

when Cavalier orders a new UNE loop and then attempts to turn these around and apply them to 

Verizon when Verizon wins a customer back from Cavalier. Since Cavalier has provided no 

evidence that its costs are the same as Verizon’s (and the costs are different), the Bureau should 

reject Cavalier’s proposal. 
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Cavalier’s “winback” charges mix apples and oranges. When Cavalier loses a customer 

that it serves with its own switch, it perfoms only a few, limited functions. Cavalier must 

receive a service order to port the customer’s number; port the customer’s number to the other 

carrier; and update the E 9-1-1 database. Verizon performs the same limited functions when it 

loses a customer to Cavalier. But Verizon does not charge Cavalier (or any other CLEC) for 

these work functions, and there is no basis for Cavalier to charge Verizon for the same functions. 

Albert Panel Rebuttal at 23:12-13. Cavalier provides a chart that supposedly details the work 

functions Cavalier performs when a “winback” occurs (Ferrio Direct at 3:3-5), but Verizon does 

not charge Cavalier for any of the functions described in that chart. Albert Panel Rebuttal at 

23: 12-1 3. 

Cavalier contends that the winback charges it proposes here are the same as “what 

Verizon charges Cavalier,” (Ferrio Direct at 3:9), but neglects to mention that these charges are 

UNE charges that apply when Cavalier orders a new loop, not charges associated with the 

limited winback functions described above. The charges Cavalier wants to make reciprocal 

(Verizon’s UNE charges for service order processing and installation) apply when Cavalier 

orders a new UNE loop. But when Verizon assesses these charges on Cavalier, it is because 

Verizon is providing Cavalier a facility - a new UNE loop. When Cavalier wins a customer 

from Verizon and orders a loop from Verizon, Verizon charges a non-recurring and a recurring 

charge for the loop. The non-recurring charge is intended to cover Verizon’s one-time costs for 

provisioning the loop. For example, in some cases, a technician has to go out into the field to 

rearrange facilities in order to make a loop available to Cavalier’s customer. In other cases, a 

central office technician will cross-connect the loop to Cavalier’s collocation arrangement. 
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Cavalier provides no such facility to Verizon when Verizon wins a customer from Cavalier 

because it does not provide Verizon with the loop. 

At the hearing, Cavalier claimed for the first time that its winback charge is also 

comparable to the disconnect charge that Verizon assesses when a Verizon technician physically 

disconnects a UNE Loop. Hearing Tr. at 638: 1-9 (Ferrio). Again, Cavalier completely ignores 

the fact that these two charges apply to entirely different functions. Verizon’s disconnect charge 

is a Virginia SCC-approved charge that covers work for disconnecting an unbundled loop. 

Cavalier does not provide unbundled loops to Verizon and, obviously, does not disconnect them 

either. 

Moreover, Verizon’s disconnect charge is not a “winback” charge. Instead, it applies in 

any situation where Cavalier is no longer providing service to a customer over a loop. This 

might occur, for example, because a Cavalier customer moved, went out of business, shifted to a 

carrier other than Verizon, or wanted a new service from Cavalier that could not be provided 

over the existing loop - situations in which there is no winback. 

The Bureau should reject this belated argument. Prior to the hearing, Cavalier never 

mentioned Verizon’s disconnect charge with Cavalier’s proposed winback charge. Cavalier 

witness Ferrio’s testimony does not even mention Verizon’s disconnect charge. Ferrio Direct at 

3:3-5. To the contrary, Cavalier expressly states that its winback charge would mirror Verizon’s 

$13.69 charge for installation of a UNE, not the disconnection of aUNE. Ferrio Direct at 3:lO. 

Finally, Cavalier’s proposed winback charge unlawfully discriminates against Verizon. 

If adopted, Verizon would be the only carrier in Virginia required to pay Cavalier “a processing 

charge” for winning a customer from Cavalier. Cavalier’s Proposed Section 11.17.1. Cavalier 

witness Clift candidly admitted at the hearing that no other carrier - including AT&T, Cox, or 

75 



MCI - pay Cavalier a charge when it wins a customer from Cavalier. Hearing Tr. at 636:4-9 

(Clift). This is the very reason why charges such as Cavalier’s winback charge are more 

appropriately contained in tariffs that apply equally to all similarly situated cmiers, rather than 

in two-party interconnectioii agreements. 

For all of the reasons stated above, the Bureau should reject Cavalier’s proposed 

additions to Section 11.17 and Exhibit A(2). 
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DATED: October 27,2003. 
Respectfully submitted, 

Michael E. Glover 

Of Counsel 

Verizon 

James R. Young 
Kimberly A. Newman 
O’Melveny & Myers LLP 
1625 Eye Street, NW 
Washington, DC 20006-4001 

(202) 383-5414 (fax) 
jryoung@omm.com 
knewman@omm.com 

(202) 383-5382 

I 

I 

Karen Zachari+7 I 

Kathleen M. dfillo 
Verizon 
15 15 North Court House Road 
Arlington, VA 22201 

(703) 351-3663 (fax) 
karen.zacharia@verizon.com 
kathleen.m.grillo@verizon.com 

(703) 351-3193 
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

I certify that on the 27th day of October, 2003, the Post Hearing Brief of Verizon 

Virginia Inc. in the above-captioned proceeding was served on the following parties: 

Via Overnight Delivery and Electronic Mail: 

Stephen T. Perkins 
Cavalier Telephone, LLC 
21 34 West laburnum Avenue 
Richmond, Virginia 23227-4342 
sperkins@cavtel.com mclift@cavtel.com 

Richard U. Stubbs 
Cavalier Telephone Mid-Atlantic, LLC 
965 Thomas Drive 
Warminster, Pennsylvania 18974 
rstubbs@cavtel.com 

Martin W. Clift, Jr. 
Cavalier Telephone, LLC 
2134 West Laburnum Avenue 
Richmond, VA 23227-4342 

Via Electronic Mail: 

Mr. John Adams cjohn.adams@fcc.gov) 
Ms. Margaret Dailey (mdailey@fcc.gov) 
Mr. Brad Koerner (bkoerner@fcc.gov) 
Mr. Richard Lemer (rlerner@fcc.gov) 
Mr. Marcus Maher (marcus.maher@fcc.gov) 
Mr. Jeremy Miller (jmiller@fcc.gov) 
Ms. Terri Natoli (tnatoli@fcc.gov) 

Kimberly A.()dwman. 
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EXHIBIT 1 
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.' Ms. P.J. Rhyne 
Scptemha 30,2003 
Page 2 

md Cavdier for the same telephone line and services. This is one o f  thc precise issues pending 
L/ beforc the SCC. 

Again, thnnk you fbr your consideration in ageeing to waive iiny late chargcs while wc 
attempt to SQ\VC this problem. Of course, please give me a call ilyol; 1 w e  any qwsrions. 

Sinccrely. 

Michael P. Kozak 
Assistant C.ounty Arrorney 

cc: Barbara H. Mayfield, Director, Emergency Communications 
James McDonnell, Operations Support Manager 
Donna Tucker, Accounting 

1325:63019.1 
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XDSL Loop Qualification 
and Conditioning 

Manual Loop Qualification 

Engineering Query 

Engineering Work Order 

Bridge Tap Removal - One 
Occurrence 

Bridge Tap Removal ~ 

Multiple Occurrence 

Load Coil Removal - 
21,000 Feet 

Load Coil Removal - 
27.000 Feet 

Cooperative Testing 

Mechanized Loop 
Qualifications 

WideBand Test Access 
System 

ISDN Electronics 

Rate 

$93.70 

$121.37 

$500.90 

$177.48 

$430.79 

$707.99 

$941.06 

$28.18 

$0.40 

$1.69 

$929.08 

Source 

Rate in an interconnection 
agreement that is equal to or 
lower than comparable rate 
in NY. 
Rate in an interconnection 
agreement that is equal to or 
lower than comparable rate 
in NY. 
Rate in an interconnection 
agreement that is equal to or 
lower than comparable rate 
in NY. 
Rate in an interconnection 
agreement that is equal to or 
lower than cornparable rate 
in NY. 
Rate in an interconnection 
agreement that is equal to or 
lower than comparable rate 
in NY.  
Rate in an interconnection 
agreement that is equal to or 
lower than comparable rate 
in NY. 
Rate in an interconnection 
agreement that is equal to or 
lower than comparable rate 
in NY. 
Rate in an interconnection 
agreement that is equal to or 
lower than comparable rate 
in NY. 
Rate in an interconnection 
agreement that is equal to or 
lower than comparable rate 
in NY. 
Rate in an interconnection 
agreement that is equal to or 
lower than comparable rate 
in N Y .  
NY rate. 
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production of every document that is arguably responsive to this request. Further, 
Cavalier was unable to devise a timely means of generating non-confidential and non- 
customer-specific analyses of the underlying data. 

Request for Production C10-1: Provide all dark fiber maps that Cavalier has received 
from the “typical vendors” as referenced in the direct testimony of Matt Ashenden at 
page 3, lines 15-18. 

Objection and Response: Cavalier further objects to the request as overly broad and 
unduly burdensome because it requests “all” dark fiber maps of the type described by Mr. 
Ashenden, when a sample of such maps should be sufficient. Cavalier further objects to 
the request because it requests documents that are subject to non-disclosure agreements 
or confidentiality restrictions with third parties. Subject to and without waiver of its 
objections, Cavalier responds that it has not yet obtained waiver of any third-party 
confidentiality obligations, but Cavalier has produced a confidential document, subject to 
the protective order in this proceeding and Bates-numbered C00101, that shows 
Cavalier’s dark fiber map for Cavalier’s Richmond, Virginia network, which Cavalier 
uses in discussions with its prospective customers. 

Request for Production C10-2: Provide all documents to support the assertion in the 
direct testimony of Matt Ashenden at page 4, lines 10-12 that there are “conflict[s] 
between records review and [I field survey[s].” 

Objection and Response: Cavalier further objects to the request as mischaracterizing 
Mr. Ashenden’s testimony at the cited portion of his testimony. Cavalier also objects to 
the request as overly broad and unduly burdensome because it requests “all” documents 
that support an assertion, when Verizon should have all documents related to its own 
“records review” and “field survey[s].” Cavalier also objects to the request because the 
information supporting Mr. Ashenden’s testimony in this general area may not exist in 
the form of documents. Subject to and without waiver of its objections, Cavalier 
responds that correspondence between Cavalier and Verizon concerning dark fiber 
between: (a) Verizon’s Brickell central office and a customer location in Norfolk, 
Virginia, and (b) Verizon’s Hemdon central office and a customer located in Hemdon, 
Virginia. Cavalier is still gathering documents responsive to this request and reserves the 
right to supplement its production as these documents become available. 

Request for Admission C10-1: Admit that Cavalier is not aware that any other CLEC 
has an interconnection agreement with Verizoii containing Cavalier’s proposed Sections 
relating to Issue C IO.  

Objection: 
to lead to the discovery of admissible cvidence, bccause it inquires into Verizon’s 
interconnection agreements with other carriers and not with Cavalier, when it is 
Verizon’s interconnection agreement with Cavalier that is the subject of this proceeding. 
Cavalier further objects to the request to the extent that it seeks to impose upon Cavalier 

Cavalier ohjccts to the request as irrelevant and not reasonably calculated 



Before the 
Federal Communications Commission 

Washington, D.C. 20554 

In the Matter of 

Petition of Cavalier Telephone, LLC 
Pursuant to Section 252(e)(5) of the 
Communications Act for Precmption 
of the Jurisdiction of thc Virginia State 
Corporation Commission Regarding 
Interconnection Disputes with Verizon 
Virginia, Inc. and for Arbitration 

WC Docket No. 02-359 
1 
) 
1 
1 
) 
1 

CAVALIER TELEPHOR’E, LLC’S SUPPLERIEN‘IAI. KESPOYSE TO VERIZOY 

FOR AI)\IISSIOS A N D  DOCL’RIES’I‘ HEOUESTS 
\’IHGIYIA, I S C . ~ ~  SECOND w r  OF COMBIYED INTERROGA”MIES, REOUESTS 

Pursuant to the Procedures Established for Arbitration of an Interconnection 

Agreement Between Verizon and Cavalier, WC Docket No. 02-359, Public Notice (rel. 

August 25,2003), petitioner, Cavalier Telephone, LLC (“Cavalier”), supplements its 

October 10,2003 response to Verizon Virginia Inc.’s Second Set of Combined 

Interrogatories, Requests for Admission and Document Requests to Cavalier served by 

Verizon Virginia Inc. (“Verizon”) on September 25,2003 

RESPONSE 

Subject to and without waiver of its previously stated general objections and its 

previously stated specific objections, Cavalier further responds to Verizon’s discovery 

requests as follows: 

Request for Production C10-1: Providc all dark fiber maps that Cavalier has received 
from the “typical vendors” as referenced in the direct testimony of Matt Ashenden at 
page 3, lines 15-18. 



Supplemental Response: Subject to and without waiver of its objections, Cavalier 
further responds that it still has not obtained waiver of applicable third-party 
confidentiality obligations, hut Cavalier idcntifies the following vendors who provide 
maps in the same general format as that described in Mr. Ashenden’s testimony: 

Abovenet (formerly known as MFN), 
Xspedius (formerly known as ACSI or espirc), 
Looking Glass Networks, 
Level 3 Communications, and 
City Signal Communications. 

Dated: October 23,2003 

Respectfully submitted, 

Stephen T. Perkins (VA Bar #38483) 
Cavalier Telephone, LLC 
2 134 West Laburnum Avenue 
Richmond, Virginia 23227-4342 
Telephone: 804.422.4517 
Facsimile: 804.422.4599 
e-mail: spcrkinsi~cavtcl.com 

- and- 

Richard U. Stubbs (MA Bar # 563207) 
Cavalier Telephone Mid-Atlantic, LLC 
965 Thomas Drive 
Warminster, Pennsylvania 18974 
Telephone: 267.803.4002 
Facsimile: 267.803.4147 
e-mail: rslubbsiu!cav~el.coiii 
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Issue C16 

Request for Production C16-1: 

to rely to support its assertion that the current pole attachment application process is 

“inefficient and costly” and should be replaced (Cavalier’s Exhibit A at 3-4). 

Response: 

produce all responsive documents not subject to privilege or other protection. 

Provide all documents upon which Cavalier intends 

Cavalier refers to its prefiled testimony on this issue and will further 

Issue C17 

Interrogatory C17-1:Identify all instances in which Verizon has won back a Cavalier 

customer as a result of a misdirected repair call since January 1,2000. 

Response: 

other protection, but notes that its proposed contract language on this point is not 

restricted to “misdirected repair calls’’ but instead refers to “misdirected calls.” 

Interrogatory C17-2:Identify all instances in which a Verizon service representative has 

disparaged Cavalier during a misdirected repair call since January 1,2000. 

Response: 

other protection. 

Interrogatory C17-3:Identify all instances in which Verizon offered a Cavalier customer 

discounted Yellow Pages advertising in order to win that Customer back from Cavalier 

since January 1,2000. 

Response: 

other protection. 

Request for Production C17-1: 

to rely to support its demand that a series of penalties be included in the parties’ 

Cavalier will produce all responsive documents not subject to privilege or 

Cavalier will produce all responsive documents not subject to privilege or 

Cavalier will produce all responsive documents not subject to privilege or 

Provide all documents upon which Cavalier intends 



-----OriginalMessage----- 
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From: Hibbar&Julie 
Sent: 
To: Zitz. Mark 

Thursday, June 26,2003 4:34 PM 

Subject: E ’ V Z  sales tactics 

CUSTOMER # 3095 176 - This customer bad left a message on ow after-hours voice mail stating that a Verizon sales person 
had called him telling 

him that since Verizon is charging Cavalier so much for his lines, and that he needed a list of all phone numbers so that he 
could make sure that 

Cavalier r e h d e d  him with the amount that we bad over charged. 
Customer # 3137032 
Note type: Customer Service 
Jeanne called to inform us that a person from Verizon stated he was calling all 
cavalier customers to let them know that verizon was charging cavalier customers 
more than they should on line chargee 4/24/03 1649 LSCHOOLE O/OO/OO 

Note type: Customer Service 
con*> stated that they were being charged for res line charge and not biz line 
charge. stated there was a lawsuit pending on this and she would rec. approx. $6 
.00 per line per mth for the last yr.” 4/24/03 1650 LSCHOOLE O/OO/OO 

Note type: Customer Service 
cone> asked customer to give him all her tel#’s so that he could file adj for h 
er through cavalier. stated cavalier would be sending her a refund. advised c u t  
we did not know anything about this. Is 4/24/03 1652 LSCHOOLE O/OO/OO + 
(C) Copyright Aptis, Inc 

Costello Design- Verizon Sales rep advised ow customer that it is illegal for Cavalier to force our customerk to sign 
contracts. They stated that 

we are monopolizing the market. They stated that we are only charging the FSLC for LD. (all new cav lines he was not an ex 
Verizon customer) 

----Original Message---- 
From: Reigner, Robert 
Sent: 
To: Cliq Mar@ 
Subject: 

Friday, June 20,2003 3:13 PM 

FW: Autobahn Auto - 1 line account 

Mar@> 
This doesn’t seem right. What can be done ? 

-----Original Message----- 
From Robinson, K r i ~ t i ~  
Sent: 
To: Reigner, Robert 
Subject: 

Friday, June 20,2003 3:09 PM 

FW: Autobahn Auto - 1 line account 
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FYI ... what can we do to save 'em??????? 

-----Original Message---- 
From: Roestenberg, Monica 
Sent: 
To: Robinson, Kristina 
cc: Chamock, Tammy 
Subject: 

Hi Kris, 

Friday, June 20,2003 253 PM 

Autobahn Auto - 1 line account 

emailsRev 

This customer just cutover to us on 5/16, and is scheduled to go back to Verizon on 6/27. 
I emailed the agent, Bob Bullock, to let him know they were on the Winback list. 
He called the customer and found out Verizon offered them six free months of Yellow Page advertising to come back! 

Monica Roestenberg 
Cavalier Business Commnnicatiom 
Channel Sales Customer Advocate 
1319 lngleside Rd 
Norfolk, VA 23502 
(757) 2484134 
(757) 248-4042 fax 

-----OriginalMessage----- 
From: Hibbard, Julie 
Sent: 
To: Zitz, Mark 
Subject: RE: VZ sales tactics 

Thursday, June 26,2003 434 PM 

CUSTOMER# 3095176 - This customer bad left a message on our after-hours voice mail stating that a Verizon sales person 
had called him telling 

him that since Verizon is charging Cavalier so much for his lines, and that he needed a list of all phone nnmhers so that he 
could make snre that 

Cavalier refunded him with the amount that we had over charged. 
Customer # 3137032 
Note type: Customer Service 
Jeanne called to inform us that a person from Verizon stated he was calling all 
cavalier customers to let them know that verizon was charging cavalier customers 
more than they should on line chargee 4/24/03 1649 LSCHOOLE O/OO/OO 

Note type: Customer Service 
cone> stated that they were being charged for res line charge and not biz line 
charge. stated there was a lawsuit pending on this and she would rec. approx. $6 
.OO per line per mth for the last yr.>> 4/24/03 1650 LSCHOOLE O/OO/OO 

Note type: Customer Service 
tout>> asked customer to give him all her tel#'s so that he could file adj for h 
er through cavalier. stated cavalier would be sending her a refund. advised cust 
we &d not know a n w g  about this. Is 4/24/03 1652 LSCHOOLE O/oO/OO + 
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(C) Copyright Aptis, Inc. 
emailsRev 

Costello Design- Verizon Sales rep advised ow customer that it is illegal for Cavalier to force ow customer's to sign 
contracts. They stated that 

we are monopolizing the mark& They stated that we are only charging the FSLC for LD. (all new cav lines he was not an ex 
Verizon customer) 

From: Perkins, Stephen 
Sent: 
To: 'christos.t.antoniou@verizon.com'; 'jennifer.l.mcclellan@verizon.com' 
Subject: VA marketing tactics 

Chris and Jennifer: 

Fnrther to my discussions with Chris  about kyhg to move toward a more normal business relationship, please review the 
attached and see what 

you can do. (Fnll version is coming by fax.) Cavalier's business side is quite agitated about this issue, as Verizon marketing 
reps seem to know 

that customers are Cavalier customers. 

Thanks and regards, 

Stephen T. Perkins 
General Counsel 
Cavalier Telephone, LLC 
2134 West Labnmnm Avenue 
Richmond, Virginia 232274342 
Telephone 804.422.45 17 
Fax 804.422.4599 
e-mail: sperhs@cavtel.com 
www.cavtel.com 

Wednesday, July 09,2003 3:Ol PM 

From: Perkins, Stephen 
Sent: Wednesday, JulyO9,2003 7:12 PM 
To: 'christos.t.antouiou@ve~oncom' 
Subject: RE: VA marketing tactics 

Chris: 

Thank you for your prompt response. Listed below is the available information, to the best of my knowledge, for the three 
examples mentioned in 

my letter 

I .  Autobahn Auto 
Page 3 
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e ma i 1 s R e v 
915 North Armistead Avenue 
Hampton, Virginia 23669 
BTN 757.723.21 112 
Approximate date of contact 5/30/03 
Cut over to Cavalier 5/16/03 
Winback to Verizon 6/27/03 

2. Dr. T. Michael Burke 
10607 Patterson Avenue 
Richmond, Virginia 23233 
BTN 804.741.7100 
Approximate date of contact unknown (trying to get additional information) 

3. Cavalier Flooring Systems 
2251 Dabney Road, Suite D 
Richmond, Virginia 23230 
BTN 804.254.7700 
Approximate date of contact: 4/24/03 (Cavalier notes are fiom 4/24/03 at 16:49.) 

I am out of the office tomorrow through next Monday, but I will see what additional information I can find for date and time 
of contact for each of 

these customers. 

Thanks again for initiating efforts to address Cavalids concerns 

Stephen T. Perkins 
General Counsel 
Cavalier Telephone, LLC 
2134 West Laburnum Avenue 
Richmond, Virginia 232274342 
Telephone 804.422.4517 
Fax 804.422.4599 
e-mail: sperkins@cavtel.com 
www.cavtel.com 

-----Original Message----- 
From: christos.t.antoniou@venkon.com 
[mailto:christos.t.antoniou@verizon.com] 
Sent: Wednesday, July 09,2003 5:33 PM 
To: Perkins, Stephen 
Subject: Re: VA marketing tactics 

Steve, 

Further to our calls this afternoon, thanks for raising these matters with 
me. 

I have read your letter attached to the e-mail below. This is to assure 
you that Verizon will promptly investigate the items raised in your letter 
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emailsRev 
To that end, as we discussed, Verizon requests relevant information with 
respect to the customer contacts referenced in your letter (as well as any 
other customer contacts of which Cavalier is aware that it believes Verizon 
should investigate). For example, what telephone numbers were called, on 
what date (with times, ifavailable), what addresses are associated with 
the numbers? Such information would be used by Verizon to conduct its 
investigation and would not be used for marketing. Thanks again. 

Chris 

Chris T. Antoniou 
Assistant General Counsel 
Verizon 
1515 North Corn House Road 
Suite 500 
Arlington, VA 22201 
(703) 351-3006 (phone) 
(703) 351-3660 (fax) 
christos.t.antoniou@verizon.com 

"Perkins, 
Stephen" To: Christos T. AntonioulEMPWANerizon@VZNotes, 
<spa!&s@cavtel. Jennifer L. McClellaniEMP WANerizon@VZNotes 
corm cc: 

07/09/2003 03:Ol 
PM 

Subject: VA marketing tactics 

Chris and Jennifer: 

Further to my discussions with Chris about trying to move toward a more 
normal business relationship, please review the attached and see what you 
can do. (Full version is coming by fax.) Cavalier's business side is 
quite 
agitated about this issue, as Verizon marketing reps seem to h o w  that 
customers are Cavalier customen. 

Thanks and regards, 

Stephen T. Perkins 
General Counsel 
Cavalier Telephone, LLC 
2134 West Laburnum Avenue 
Richmond, Virginia 23227-4342 
Telephone 804.422.4517 
Fax 804.422.4599 
e-mail: sperkins@cavtel.com 
www.cavtel.com 
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<<mktg-tactics.pdP> 

(See attached file: mktg-tacticspdf) 

-----Original Message- 
From: Perkins, Stephen 
Sent: Wednesday, July 09,2003 7:12 PM 
To: 'christos.t.antoniou@verizon.com' 
Subject: RE: VA marketing tactics 

Chris: 

Thank you for your prompt response. Listed below is the available information, to the best of my knowledge, for the three 
examples mentioned in 

my letter 

1. Autobahn Auto 
915 North Annistead Avenue 
Hampton, Virginia 23669 
BTN 757.723.21112 
Approximate date of contact 5130103 
Cut over to Cavalier 511 6/03 
Winback to Verizon 6/27/03 

2. Dr. T. Michael Burke 
10607 Patterson Avenue 
Richmond, Virginia 23233 
BTN 804.741.7100 
Approximate date of contact unknown (trying to get additional infomtion) 

3. Cavalier Flooring Systems 
225 1 Dahney Road, Suite D 
Richmond, Virginia 23230 
BTN 804.254.7700 
Approximate date of contact: 4/24/03 (Cavalier notes are from4/24/03 at 1649.) 

I am out of the office tomorrow through next Monday, but I will see what additional information I can fmd for date and time 
of contact for each of 

these customers. 

Thanks again for initiating efforts to address Cavalieh concerns 

Stephen T. Perkins 
General Counsel 
Cavalier Telephone, LLC 
2134 West Laburnum Avenue 
Richmond, Virginia 23227-4342 
Telephone 804.422.4517 
Fax 804.422.4599 
e-mail sperkins@cavtel.com 
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----Original Message----- 
From: christos.t.antoniou@verizon.com 
[mailto:christos.t.antoniou@v&on.com] 
Sent: Wednesday, July 09,2003 5:33 PM 
To: Perkins, Stephen 
Subject: Re: VA marketing tactics 

Steve, 

Further to our calls this afternoon, thanks for raising these matters with 
me. 

I have read your letter attached to the e-mail below. This is to assure 
you that Verizon will promptly investigate the items raised in your letter. 
To that end, as we discussed, Verizon requests relevant information with 
respect to the customer contacts referenced in your letter (as well as any 
other customer contacts of which Cavalier is aware that it believes Verizon 
should investigate). For example, what telephone numbers were called, on 
what date (with times, if available), what addresses are associated with 
the numbers? Such information would be used by Verizon to conduct its 
investigation and would not be used for marketing. Thanks again. 

Chris 

Chris T. Antoniou 
Assistant General Counsel 
Verizon 
1515 Noah Court House Road 
Suite 500 
Arlington, VA 22201 
(703) 351-3006 (phone) 
(703) 351-3660 (fax) 
christos.t.antoniou@erizon.com 

From: Perkins, Stephen 
Sent: 
To: ‘christos.t.antonion@verizon.com‘ 
Subject: RE: VA marketing tactics 

Any update on Verizon’s investigation? 

----Original Message---- 
From: christos.t.antoniou@verizon.com 
[mailto:christos.t.antoniou@verizon.comJ 
Sent: Wednesday, July 16,2003 216  PM 
To: Perkins, Stephen 

Monday, July 28,2003 9 3 3  AM 
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Subject: RE: VA marketing tactics 

Thanks, Steve. I’ve been out of the office as well, but will forward your 
note to the individuals who have been working this. 

C n r i S  

Chris T. Antoniou 
Assistant General Counsel 
Verizon 
1515 NorthCourtHouseRoad 
Suite 500 
Arlington, VA 22201 
(703) 351-3006 @hone) 
(703) 351-3660 (fax) 
christos.t.aotoniou@verizon.com 

“Perkins, 
Stephen” To: Christos T. AntonioulEMPWANerizon@VZNotes 
uperkins@cavtel. cc: 
c o r n  Subject: RE: VA marketing tactics 

07/15/2003 08:40 
AM 

Chris: 

Sorry for the delayed response-I have been out of the office. The 
information that I gave you tracked the three examples sequentially (fnst 
example, first customer and number, etc.). 

Thaoks again for looldng into this. 

Steve 

----Original Message---- 
From: cbristos.t.antoniou@verizon.com 
[mailto:cb~istos.t.~toniou@verizon.com] 
Sent: Thursday, July IO, 2003 9 4 0  AM 
To: Perkins, Stephen 
Subject: RE: VA marketing tactics 

Steve, 
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